
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- January 12, 1966 

Appeal No. 8561 Leroy Proc tor ,  Appel lant  

The Zoning Administrator  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, Appellee, 

On motion du ly  made, seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  t h e  
fol lowing Order was en te red  a t  t h e  meeting of t h e  Board on January  18, 1966, 

EFFECTIVE DBTE OF ORDER -- Ifarch 1, 1966 

ORDERED r 

That t h e  appeal  f o r  a  va r i ance  from t h e  minimum l o t  a r e a  and width 
requirements of R-4 D i s t r i c t  t o  permit e r e c t i o n  of two row houses a t  411 
D S t r e e t ,  SE., l o t  834, Square 821, be granted,  

From t h e  records and evidence adduced a t  t h e  hearing,  t h e  Board f i n d s  
t h e  fol lowing f a c t s :  

(1) That t h e  dimensions of t h e  l o t  is 35.7 f e e t  by 77.5 f e e t ,  The 
l o t  conta ins  an  a r e a  of 3142 square  f e e t  of land, 

(2) Appel lant  proposes t o  t e a r  down t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e .  

(3) Appel lant ' s  p rope r ty  now conta ins  a n  o l d  frame house, 

(4) Appel lant  proposes t o  d iv ide  t h e  l o t  i n t o  two l o t s  and e r e c t  two 
townhouses on l o t s  17,8 f e e t  by 77.5 f e e t ,  

(5) Minimum l o t  dimensions f o r  row dwell ings i n  t h e  R-4 D i s t r i c t  a r e  
2,000 square  f e e t  i n  l o t  a r e a  and 20 f e e t  i n  width, 

(6) Appel lant  a s s e r t s  t h a t  t h e  p re sen t  l o t  i s  too  wide t o  make it 
economically f e a s i b l e  t o  b u i l d  one house, I n  add i t i on ,  a p p e l l a n t  says t h e  
proposed townhouses w i l l  be  wider than  n e a r l y  a l l  houses i n  t h e  immediate 
neighborhood, 

(7) Appellant 's  proposed houses w i l l  provide garages f o r  parking, 

(8) Appel lant  had suppprt  from persons l i v i n g  on neighboring property,  

(9) The Cap i to l  H i l l  Res to ra t ion  S o c i e t y  and t h e  Cap i to l  H i l l  South- 
e a s t  C i t i zens  Assoc ia t ion  have w r i t t e n  i n  favor  of g ran t ing  t h i s  appeal,  

OPINION : 

The B a r d  i s  of t h e  opin ion  t h a t  t h e  a p p e l l a n t  has  proven an  except iona l  
and undue hardship  inhe ren t  i n  t h e  land, F a i l u r e  t o  g r a n t  t h e  a p p e l l a n t ' s  
appeal  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  prevent ion  of a reasonable use  of t h e  property,  

Fur ther ,  t h e  Board concludes t h a t  t h e  new l o t  a r e a  and width i s  not  a 
s u b s t a n t i a l  dev ia t ion  from t h e  requirements f o r  l o t s  i n  t h e  R-4 D i s t r i c t ,  
The a p p e l l a n t ' s  proposal  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a  b e n e f i t  t o  t h e  neighborhood and i s  
c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  purpose and i n t e n t  of t h e  Zoning Regulations.  The propesd  
w i l l  have no adverse a f f e c t  upon t h e  va lue  and s t a b i l i t y  of t h e  R-4 D i s t r i c t  
i n  which t h e  p rope r ty  i s  located. 


